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The recent emergence of hydrofracking has made natural gas a prime player in the energy field.  And
various groups support hydrofracking for different reasons.  Environmentalists claim natural gas is
better for the environment because it burns more efficiently than coal or oil.[1]  Politicians love it
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because hydrofracking is a source of new jobs.[2]  But, just like anything else, hydrofracking raises
some cause for concern. 
 
One concern is with the water used for extracting the natural gas from the rock below.  This water
can be classified in three different categories: fracking fluid, flowback water, and produced water.[3] 
Fracking fluid is the water that goes down to start the well, flowback water is the water that comes
back in the very beginning, and produced water is the water that comes back over the life of the well.
[4]  Additionally, “[w]ith hydrofracking, a well can produce over a million gallons of wastewater that
is often laced with highly corrosive salts, carcinogens like benzene and radioactive elements like
radium, all of which can occur thousands of feet underground.”[5]  Furthermore, “[o]ther
carcinogenic materials can be added to the wastewater by the chemicals used in the hydrofracking
itself.”[6]  Essentially, the water that goes down to start the well in the beginning is contaminated,
and the water that comes back up is more contaminated than in the beginning.
 
The issue becomes what to do with the water that comes back to the surface.  A () simple solution,
and an option sometimes chosen, is to take the water to a wastewater treatment plant.  But this may
not be the best solution because “design of wastewater treatment plants is usually based on the need
to reduce organic and suspended solid loads to limit pollution of the environment.”[7] 
Furthermore, “[t]reatment to remove wastewater constituents that may be toxic or harmful to crops,
aquatic plants (macrophytes) and fish is technically possible but is not normally economically
feasible.”[8]  As a result, “most of the facilities cannot remove enough of the radioactive material to
meet federal drinking-water standards before discharging the waste water into rivers, sometimes just
miles upstream from drinking-water intake plants.”[9]  As far as flowback water from hydrofracking
in Kentucky, you shouldn’t worry. Apparently, “[t]he shales in Kentucky have much more clay, and
that discourages hydrofracking in the state because water makes clay formations swell, inhibiting the
release of natural gas.  Instead, Kentucky drillers frack with liquid nitrogen.”[10]  
 
So, what does this mean for Kentuckians?  One, just because water isn’t used for hydrofracking in
Kentucky, doesn’t mean that contaminated water from hydrofracking that occurred elsewhere can’t
end up here.  Two, liquid nitrogen may not present water quality issues, but that doesn’t mean liquid
nitrogen won’t present other types of environmental issues later on.
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There are waste water management taking place already, but I think it's really best to scrape
all our resources to maximize it. I think they also need to get help from reputable hydraulic
oil suppliers.
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